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When demand exceeded production in 1970, foreign countries began supplying oil allowing economic expansion; about 80% from Canada, Mexico, Central and South America and 20% from the Middle East. Consequently, these nations retain economic leverage over the United States and often inhibit our government policy. The 1970s OPEC oil embargo against the United States in response to support for Israel is an example. Reducing oil consumption to domestic production capacity would eliminate oil producing countries' leverage over the United States, allowing our government to pursue vital interests without interference or the threat of supply disruptions. There are numerous options available such as increased domestic production; reduced consumption; increased utilization of mass transit; producing and driving more fuel efficient vehicles; and alternative energy sources like solar, wind and nuclear power. A combination of policy options may reduce overall U.S. consumption by one-third within five to ten years. Reduced energy consumption would eliminate the need for Middle East oil and potentially change U.S. policy towards and within the Middle East.
HOW IMPROVED FUEL EFFICIENCY MAY CHANGE U.S. MIDDLE EAST POLICY
Our energy resources are not inexhaustible, yet we are permitting waste in their use and production. In some instances, to achieve apparent economies today future generations will be forced to carry the burden of unnecessarily high costs and to substitute inferior fuels for particular purposes. National policies concerning these vital resources must recognize the availability of all of them; the location of each with respect to its markets; the costs of transporting them; the technological developments which will increase the efficiency of their production and use; and the relationships between the increased use of energy and the general economic development of the country. Initial U.S. oil policy was based upon four foundational principles. First and foremost, our nation's security and public welfare demand a robust domestic petroleum industry. Next, a competitive oil industry operating in a free market economy will better serve the public interest. 5 Third, state and federal government should maintain their existing relationships with the oil industry. Finally, -No government actions specifically affecting the oil industry should be taken without proper regard for the long-term effect and without consultation with the industry.‖ 6 The law of supply and demand will better regulate the price of oil in a free market, incentivize exploration, increase fuel efficiency, and provide for technological improvement. The U.S. government understood the importance of the oil industry to the nation's economic development, but felt, at least initially, a more hands-off approach to regulating it was appropriate in a free market economy.
American philosophy with regard to foreign oil was built upon three ideals. The United States' welfare and prosperity require petroleum policies which encourage exploration and development. 10 The government must implement policy to encourage strong domestic development and access to foreign oil to supplement U.S.
requirements and provide for times of emergency. Building and maintaining a strong petroleum industry during peacetime ensures resources will be available during war.
Therefore it is clearly in the interest of national security to encourage development of petroleum reserves at home and abroad. As stated in the 1949 Report of the National Petroleum Council, -Withholding from development of the oil on public lands or in offshore areas, with the thought that it can be used in an emergency is not sound policy in terms of national security. The oil can be made available only by continuous and prolonged peacetime development.‖ 11 Barring areas such as the Alaskan National
Wildlife Refuge and off-shore locations from drilling is contrary to our national interest as it takes decades to cultivate the resources and America could not react quickly to develop these areas if overseas sources were cut-off without warning. In the event all access to foreign oil is cutoff, the SPR's current 700 million barrels of oil will provide over two months' supply at today's usage rates. The world has changed and oil imports are far more important to year. Table 1 details the direct military cost by individual services, but does not include indirect costs, hidden costs such as intelligence gathering, or other government agencies' expenses which contribute to securing the global commons. To protect the entire -global system of trade and travel that we know as ‗globalization'‖ the U.S. spends 600 billion dollars a Maintaining a robust worldwide petroleum industry with ongoing research and development leads to strong U.S. and global economies able to fund and maintain a powerful military to secure U.S. vital interests. -A major national security concern for the U.S. policymakers is the potential for an abrupt reduction in the supply of oil and a corresponding large increase in the price to result in a sharp fall in economic output.
Such a decline would undermine U.S. national security, for example, by weakening U.S. Currently more than half of U.S. petroleum consumption is satisfied with foreign oil as detailed in Figures 3 and 4 . Some experts predict U.S. demand will hit 27 MBD as early as 2020 which will force America to import more than two-thirds of its required petroleum. 29 To meet this demand, the United States must increase domestic production, reduce consumption and/or transition to alternative fuels. The alternative is massive increases in global oil production to meet unchecked demand. Global oil suppliers must increase production 1.3% per year to meet conservatively projected worldwide energy demands into the 2030s. 31 Michael T. Klare, a Five Colleges Professor of Peace and World Security with appointments at Amherst, Hampshire, Mount Holyoke, and Smith Colleges and the University of Massachusetts, has written widely on global resource politics and estimates petroleum demand will increase 53% over the next 25 years. 32 By some estimates oil requirements could jump from 86 million barrels per day (MBD) to as high as 130 MBD. Petroleum production will be hard pressed to meet this expected demand even with the most optimistic production scenarios and enhanced recovery methods. 33 Based on current projections, global production will peak at 100 MBD in 2030, leaving a 30 MBD shortfall. 34 To meet this demand, countries must discover new sources of oil and OPEC would have to achieve the impossible and double its current production. New sources are possible, but present high risk and take a decade or longer to develop the necessary infrastructure. None of the OPEC nations, -except perhaps Saudi Arabia, is investing sufficient sums in new technologies and recovery methods to achieve such growth. Some, like Venezuela and Russia, are actually exhausting their fields to cash in on the bonanza created by rapidly rising oil prices.‖ 35 OPEC nations also have an interest in limiting production to conserve their supplies and keep global prices and thus profits high. 36 Even in the best case scenarios global demand will exceed production by 10 MBD resulting in higher prices and increased pressure to reduce demand or find alternatives for petroleum. Over the past 32 years Congress raised the CAFE standard only 6.9 miles per gallon (mpg), from 17.2 to 24.1 mpg (see Table 2 below). In addition the CAFE standards, which were originally intended to improve fuel economy, contain loopholes for trucks, vans, minivans and Sport Utility Vehicles making them essentially useless. 38 The everpowerful ‗Oil Lobby' in Washington DC works overtime to keep Congress from legislating alternatives to oil as this would cut profits and, they argue, hurt the economy. 39 America must break the Oil Lobby's bonds, cure the country's ‗addiction to oil,' and implement policies to cut consumption and develop alternative fuels. domestic production to the levels required to replace Middle East oil could exhaust U.S.
reserves in 10-15 years spawning an energy crisis decades earlier than anticipated. 46 Therefore, even in the unlikely event politicians and environmentalists relented, the United States does not appear to have enough petroleum reserves to meet current and projected demand. Even if sufficient reserves do exist it takes a decade to develop them which is too slow to respond to a crisis such as shipping disasters or another oil embargo. Given these issues, U.S. policy-makers should focus more on reducing consumption.
Reduce Consumption. Reducing U.S. petroleum consumption is the most feasible and timely solution available. There are multiple options to reduce petroleum consumption in the United States: Congress could enact public policies to encourage telework or alternative forms of transportation; politicians could increase the gasoline tax to reduce consumption; and our leaders could mandate higher fuel efficiency standards for all vehicles.
Policy. Politicians could implement immediate measures to curb usage. They could incentivize use of car pools and mass transit. Through simply mandating all government employees and contractors to utilize mass transit or car pools, where available, the United States could immediately cut 5% of its overall petroleum usage. 47 Adding tax incentives for other individuals who ride share or use public transportation could double these savings. Although easily implemented, such measures may prove unpopular with employees accustomed to the freedom of driving to and from work. A less controversial option is telework.
By teleworking, working from home or from a Telework center close to home, Americans could save thousands of dollars on fuel and vehicle maintenance and significantly reduce highway congestion. Assuming only one-fourth of U.S. workers could telework one day per week, this would still result in nearly a 5% reduction in overall gasoline consumption. 48 This also significantly reduces highway congestion and the amount of vehicles idling waiting for traffic saving additional fuel. Telework appears a less risky option as it doesn't confront the powerful Oil Lobby and offers incentives for non-government employees and employers. With mandatory government telework programs and commercial incentives to encourage employees and employers alike to shift to telework, the United States could cut gasoline consumption between 10-15% and significantly reduce highway congestion in a period of a few months.
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Taxes. Another potential solution to curb usage is increasing the gasoline tax.
Raising the current federal fuel tax from 18.4 cents for gasoline and 24. and bridges upon those who use them. 51 In the past the Oil Lobby has adamantly opposed any fuel tax increases as this would cut their profit margin. Therefore, supporters of tax increases would have to be prepared to pre-empt and counter inflated or false propaganda designed to generate opposition. However, if increased gasoline taxes managed to double the use of mass transit they would cut petroleum usage an additional 5% overall with results visible in a few months. 52 The government may need to increase mass transit funding to meet increased demand, but could use gas tax revenues and reallocate some transportation dollars from road construction due to reduced highway usage. Although doubling or even quadrupling CAFE standards is feasible with current technology it may prove difficult to implement due to stiff opposition. First, auto manufacturers will likely attempt to block any dramatic CAFE increases claiming the costs to retool factories is too high, resulting in lost jobs and a depressed economy.
Next, doubling fuel efficiency will reduce the demand for oil, the price of oil and company profits. The Oil Lobby strongly opposes any legislation which portends to impact their bottom-line. Finally, many Americans feel it's their right to drive fast gasguzzling cars and sport utility vehicles (SUV). Soccer moms will find it difficult to give up their big SUVs for fuel-efficient diesel minivans claiming their SUVs are much safer in the event of an accident. Successfully implementing fuel efficiency policy will require its proponents to overcome two powerful political lobbies as well as Americans' current infatuation with big, ‗safe' SUVs. In addition to making vehicles more efficient, Americans could run them on alternative fuels.
Alternative fuels.
Alternative, environmentally safe fuels are popular with environmentalists and politicians alike. Some analysts argue that investing heavily in alternative fuels could potentially supplant petroleum for all uses entirely within 20 years. Bio-fuels generated from algae, corn, soy beans, caster beans and a host of other renewable sources could replace gasoline and diesel fuel. However, using corn to produce ethanol could result in higher food prices, and it currently takes more energy to produce a gallon of ethanol than is generated. 55 Also, cars cannot presently run on pure ethanol, requiring 85% petroleum. Bio-diesel offers more opportunity.
Bio-diesel is a more viable option as manufacturers can use everything from algae or soy beans to used vegetable oil from fast food restaurants to produce it.
Current diesel engines are fully compatible with bio-diesel; therefore it could immediately replace diesel fuel in semi-trucks, buses, automobiles, and industrial equipment. 56 For the past few years the city of Las Vegas, Nevada has run nearly every diesel vehicle on bio-diesel with excellent results; reduced emissions 22%, cut maintenance costs 16% and increased fuel efficiency by 2% overall. 57 Mandating 50%
bio-diesel usage for all industry, automobiles and trucking with no waivers except for DoD combat vehicles could reduce overall U.S. petroleum use by 20% across the transportation and industrial sectors combined. Transition to 100% bio-diesel would double the savings and by itself nearly eliminate the requirement for any oil imports. The
United States has the farming and manufacturing capacity to produce this fuel today.
Bio-fuels offer tremendous gains with few drawbacks. Additional research and development is needed to keep costs down. If Congress maintains the bio-diesel subsidies, prices will remain competitive with diesel fuel mitigating many consumers' complaints about going green costing too much at the pump. As with most manufacturing, mass production offers efficiencies which will lower prices further, negating the requirement for government subsidies. Bio-diesel is just one renewable energy source among many alternatives.
Alternative and Renewable Energy Sources. Solar, wind, and water are available in abundance. In addition to freeing the transportation sector from its oil dependence, alternative and renewable energy is capable of eliminating oil-based electricity production. These alternatives could also reduce all fossil fuel electric requirements-cutting petroleum imports, conserving natural gas and coal, and reducing green house gases benefiting the environment.
Water or hydroelectric power, to examine just one alternative, has some of the highest electricity generating potential in the world which could eliminate oil electric plants and significantly reduce coal electric generation. To date only one-third of the exploitable U.S. rivers and water sources are utilized to generate power. Of the dams currently constructed, only 10% in North America are used to generate electricity leaving a lot of room for expansion and development. If existing dams and other available water sources were developed, -the hydroelectric potential could have produced half the world production.‖ 58 There are drawbacks with hydroelectric power, such as competing water usage, reliability concerns in times of drought and displacing people to build dams or reservoirs; however, the United States cannot ignore the vast energy potential. Hydroelectric power could easily replace the 2% of oil consumption utilized for electric generation and has multiple environmental benefits over oil, coal or natural gas electric production.
Solar, wind, and water electric generation could easily provide 15-20% of power requirements within 20 years with modest investment. Unfortunately, projects -to harness wind, waves, or solar energy-had been made thoroughly unprofitable by the lower oil price.‖ 59 Klare estimates U.S. energy requirements will go up at least 10% over the next 25 years. 60 Historically lower oil prices and unprofitable research projects set back alternative energy research and development decades. Therefore, even the generous estimates above fall short of projected demand. Consequently, without considerable investment above current or planned levels renewable energy will not solve the United States' energy dilemma.
Conclusion
America's increased demand for foreign oil has placed her at the mercy of oil producing nations and hampered or limited U.S. policy options with regard to the Middle East. Although some of the policy options just discussed seem drastic, they are all feasible to some degree and full implementation could cut oil consumption in half which would bring overall U.S. consumption to within current domestic petroleum production capacity. Therefore, the solution to the U.S. oil addiction is to do a combination of all of the above. Only through attacking the problem from multiple angles simultaneously will the nation overcome the powerful political lobbies and achieve true energy independence. Implementing policy to conserve fuel while concurrently improving fuel efficiency will double the benefits. Increased utilization of bio-diesel fuel with a gradual shift to diesel automobiles could eliminate the entire Transportation and Industrial sectors cutting 80-90% of the nations' petroleum usage. This would eliminate the need for any foreign oil, free the United States from outside influence and give the nation greater control over national security and foreign policy.
Ten years of full implementation of the above recommendations could result in a new world. A typical day would involve driving to work in an electric or 150+ mpg turbodiesel vehicle or riding on public transportation powered by electricity or bio-diesel.
Safe, modern nuclear power plants, new hydro-electric dams and solar or wind power plants will provide the electricity running the United States. Pollution from petroleum, coal and natural gas is dramatically reduced or non-existent. The United States will still require oil for manufacturing and a few other uses. Domestic oil production will far exceed demand negating the need for importing any foreign oil. Oil manufacturers will have converted most of their capacity to production of synthetic and bio fuels. The economy will flourish and the U.S. military will continue to patrol the global commons, but at much lower costs and without caving to foreign oil producing nations' interests. In short, the United States will follow its vital interests without the threat of an oil embargo.
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